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Abstract

The 48 cases of below knee amputee, whom fitted their prostheses at
Ramathibodi hospital. which met the criteria were selected. Causes of amputation
were classified"in 4 categories : accident {ACC), diabetes mellitus (DM), vascular
disorder (VAS) and malignancy (MAL). There were 34 rﬁales. 14 females, average
age was 519 years {range 4 - 87 years}, 18 Rt. and 30 Lt. amputees. The mean
prosthetic fitting periods of ACC, DM, VAS and MAL were 14.083+4.94, 20.917+£10.146,
15.42918.463 and 10.800+3.89 weeks respectively. Using ANOVA test, the difference
between four groups was significant between the fitting period of four groups at 95%
b level of confident (p-value = 0.033). This study indicated that the amputees with

diabetes mellitus needed longer period to fit prostheses after amputation.
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